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PER CURIAM.

In these consolidated appeds, respondent-appellants James Grice, Sr. and Lee Ann Snyder
apoped as of right from a family court order terminating their parenta rights to the minor children. We
afirm.

With respect to respondent Grice, the family court did not clearly err in finding that MCL
712A.190b(3)(g); MSA 27.3178(598.19b)(3)(g) was established by clear and convincing evidence.
MCR 5.974(1); Inre Sours, 459 Mich 624, 633; 593 NW2d 520 (1999). Because only one statutory
ground is required in order to terminate parentd rights we need not determine whether the family court
ered in its findings regarding the other doatutory factorss. ~ MCL  712A.190(3); MSA
27.3178(598.190)(3); In re Tregjo, __ Mich __;  NW2d __ (Docket No. 112528, issued
7/5/00), dip op pp 21-22. In addition, the evidence did not establish that termination of Grice€'s
parentd rights was cdealy not in the children's best interests. MCL 712A.19b(5); MSA
27.3178(598.19b)(5); In re Trejo, supra, dip op a 12-14, 27. To the extent Grice chdlenges the
family court's decison to terminate Snyder’ s parentd rights, he does not have standing to do so. Seeln
re EP, 234 Mich App 582, 598; 595 NW2d 167 (1999), rev’d on other grounds, Inre Trejo, supra,
dipop a 13 n 10; In re Marin, 198 Mich App 560, 566; 499 NW2d 400 (1993). Thus, the family
court did not clearly err in terminating Grice's parenta rights to the children. MCR 5.974(1); Inre
Trejo, supra, dipop a 17; Inre Miller, 433 Mich 331, 337; 445 NW2d 161 (1989).

We further conclude that the family court did not clearly err in terminating respondent Snyder’s
parentd rights. The family court’s findings demondrate, a minimum, that 88 19b(3)(c)(i) and (g) were
both established by clear and convincing evidence. Further, the evidence did not establish that
termination of Snyder's parenta rights was clearly not in the children's best interests. MCL
712A.190(5); MSA 27.3178(598.19b)(5); Inre Trego, supra, dip op at 12-14, 27.

We rgect Snyder’s clam that the family court abused its discretion by refusing to alow one of
her children to testify. In re Vasquez, 199 Mich App 44, 50-51; 501 NW2d 231 (1993). The court
acted gppropriately in accepting respondent’ s offer of proof with regard to the proposed testimony after
determining that the testimony was not more probative than prgudicia given that subjecting the child to
Cross-examination was not in her best interest. See MCR 5.974(F)(2); In re Brock, 442 Mich 101,
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115; 499 NW2d 752 (1993) (a child's wdfareis primary in child protective proceedings). Further, the
child's desre to be reunited with her mother was made clear throughout the proceedings and was
understood by the court.

Finaly, Snyder contends for the first time on apped that reversd is required because one of
petitioner’s atorneys represented her in connection with a prior petition. We disagree. The attorney
represented Snyder at a dispostiona review hearing in March 1994 based on a petition filed in 1992,
and later represented petitioner a a permanency planning hearing in 1998 in connection with the 1997
petition underlying this apped. The atorney did not participate in the termination hearing itsdf, there is
no indication that the attorney’s 1994 representation affected the 1999 termination decision, Snyder has
not aleged that she shared confidentid information with the atorney, and Snyder concedes that “there
mogt likely will not be any proof of actud prgudice” Consequently, even assuming thet the attorney’s
dud representation congtituted plain error, Snyder has failed to demondirate that reversa is required or
that she is otherwise entitled to gppellate rdief. In re Osborne, 459 Mich 360, 367, 369; 589 Nw2d
763 (1999); In re Osborne (On Remand, After Remand), 237 Mich App 597, 603; 603 NW2d 824
(1999).

Affirmed.
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